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PER CURI AM

Jeronme Davis appeals from a jury verdict in favor of the
Def endant on his 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 (1988) claim alleging that the
magi strate judge erred in several pre-trial rulings.* W affirm

Davis clains that the magi strate judge erred by: (1) failing
and/ or refusi ng to subpoena requested wi t nesses; (2) denyi ng Davi s’
notion to sever the trial; (3) denying Davis' notion for continu-
ance; (4) denying Davis' notion for appoi nt mrent of counsel; (5) not
"intertain[ing] [Davis'] notion of objection to certain jury in-
structions;" and (6) allowng the defense to use Davis' crimna
conviction. Qur reviewreveals no error in the magi strate judge's
rulings. Davis also alleges that sone of the jury nenbers were
asl eep during portions of his trial and that the magi strate judge
used "scare tactics" to keep him from objecting. W find these
scant allegations, without nore, insufficient to warrant reversal
of the jury's verdict. Accordingly, we affirmthe jury verdict in
favor of the Defendant.? W di spense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the mate-
rials before the court and argunment would not aid the deci sional
process.

AFFI RVED

L' Al parties consented to the jurisdiction of the magistrate
judge pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8§ 636(c) (1988).

2 W also deny Davis' notion to conpel prison officials at
G eensville Correctional Center "to either assist [hinml with his
ongoing litigation . . . or release him back to the general
popul ation" as nmoot for the reason that Davis is no |onger
I ncarcerated at Geensville Correctional Center.
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